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PAG Response to Parkside Link Road Planning Application

Purpose

This document provides a response to the Parkside Link Road Planning Application April 2018
Ref. P/2018/0249/FUL on behalf of Parkside Action Group.

This document also refers to the Parkside Phase 1 planning application Ref.
P/2018/0048/0UP.

The document addresses the following areas from the EIA included in the Planning
Application:

a. Traffic Assessment
b. Air Quality
c. Planning Statement

Introduction

PAG was formed in 2006 to protect the land around the site of the former colliery from
unsuitable development.

PAG has previously responded and contributed to several consultations and planning
applications including:

- North West Regional Spatial Strategy including Examination in Public, 2006 thru 2008.
- Newton Park Farm Planning Application including NPPF considerations, 2007.

- St Helens LDF Core Strategy 2009 thru 2012.

- St Helens Local Plan (Preferred Options) 2016.

- Astral/Prologis Parkside Planning Applications 2006 thru 2009.

- Parkside Phase 1 Planning Application February 2018
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PAG Response to Parkside Link Road Planning Application

Traffic Assessment (TA)

This section of the response provides observations from the traffic assessment provided as
part of the EIS supplied by the applicant.

The Transport Assessment, Ref 1, provides traffic modelling information for the link road,
Parkside development, and committed developments in the area.

Table 5.2, Ref 1, shows estimated trips for all 3 phases of the proposed Parkside development.
The table presents B2 trips, however, B2 is out of scope as defined in the Phase 1 Planning
Statement Ref 5, and other Phase 1 documents. Distribution & logistics traffic will have higher
trip rates than manufacturing. Therefore,we assume incorrect inputassumptionshave
been used for the traffic modelling® so the model input data needs to be revised, the model
executed and the results socialised for scrutiny again.

The Transport Assessment fails to provide details or evidence of assumed routing. Figure 1
below illustrates some possible sources and destinations for development traffic. Here are a
few examples of assumptions that need to be clarified:

An LGV needs to deliver goods in the Runcorn area. Would the driver:
a) Take the A49 South to the M62 (shortest route)
b) Take the new link road to M6 J22, then M62 West (longest route)

1 An LGV is returning from the Knowsley area. Would the driver:
a) Take the A580 to Haydock Island, then A49 South back to the site (shortest
route)
b) Take the A580 to Golborne Island, then Golborne Dale Road, the Parkside
Road back to the site (longer route)
c) Take the A580 to the M6, then M6 South to J22, then link road back to site
(longest route)

An LGV driver needs to deliver goods to the Bolton area. Would the driver:
a) Take the link road to M6 J22, then M62 East, then M61 (possibly the quickest
route when the motorways are not busy)
b) Take the link road to Parkside Road, then Golborne Dale Road, then the A580
East, then other routes to Bolton (short route)
c) Take the link road to M6 J22, then the A579 to Lane Head at Lowton, then
A580 East, then other routes to Bolton (short route)

Routing assumptions that have been applied to the inputs of the traffic model wil
undoubtedly havesignificantlyinfluenced the outputs of the modefrubbish in, rubbish out).

In general distribution drivers will take the quickest route. This needs to be factored into the
traffic model supported by appropriate evidence.

Other anomalies appear to exist for certain routes which are discussed next.

Figure 1 shows the key routes on and off the proposed development together with the two-
way traffic flow measure points extracted from the Transport Assessment Ref 1. The measure
point references or ‘link references’ as defined in the Transport Assessment are shown by the
numbers in the black circles on the diagram.

Final 1.0 09-May-2018 Page 5 of 23



PAG Response to Parkside Link Road Planning Application

Figurel Key Traffic Flows
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3.8 Tables 5.8 and 5.9 in the Transport Assessment Ref 1 show predicted future traffic flows for
the AM and PM peak periods for several scenarios.

The %Diff column in these tables illustrates the difference between the Do Minimum and Do
Something scenarios i.e. with and without the link road. Importantly theses tables do not
show the percentage changaver the base traffic levels in 2015hese have been presented
in Table 1 of this document that follows.

3.9 Table 1 provides data extracted from the Transport Assessment for the measurement points
mentioned previously that are immediately adjacent to the site access. It is appropriate to
challenge that any significant increases above normal organic traffic growth over base levels in
the future year scenarios provided in the traffic modelling at these points could reasonably be
attributed to traffic from the proposed development.
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Tablel Key Link Road Traffic Flows

AM Period (extracted from Trans

port Assessment table 5.8)

PAG Response to Parkside Link Road Planning Application

Link Ref|  Link Description [2015Basq 2020 DM AM % Change 2020 D| 2020 DS AM % Change 2020 D! 2030 DM AM % Change 2030 D! 2030 DS AM % Change 2030 D|
AM  [No Link Road,Phase over Base Link Road, Phase 1, over Base No Link Road, Phases 1 over Base Link Road, Phase 1-3, over Base
With Mitigation With Mitigation
35[Newton High Street 1160 1830 57.76% 1880, 62.07% 1950| 68.10% 1990 71.55%
31|Southworth Road 510 640 25.49% 840 64.71% 700 37.25% 920 80.39%
32|A49 North 620 970 56.45% 680, 9.68% 1130 82.26% 940 51.61%
12|A49 South 610 1070 75.41% 530, -13.11% 1320 116.39% 780 27.87%
29|Parkside Road North 680 910 33.82% 1430 110.29% 1190| 75.00% 1620 138.24%
13[Parkside Road South 620 790 27.42% 460 -25.81% 1040| 67.74% 560 -9.68%
15/Winwick Road East 1300 1190 -8.46% 1130 -13.08% 1290 -0.77% 1560 20.00%
Inter Period (extracted from Transport Assessment 1005717 Figures 3.2, 5.5, 5.8, 5.11, 5.14)
Link Ref|  Link Description {2015Basq 2020 DM AM % Change 2020 D 2020 DS AM % Change 2020 D 2030 DM AM % Change 2030 D 2030 DS AM % Change 2030 D
Inter  [No Link Road,Phase over Base Link Road, Phase 1, over Base No Link Road, Phases 1 over Base Link Road, Phase 1-3, over Base
With Mitigation With Mitigation
35[Newton High Street 900, 1220 35.56% 1220 35.56% 1290 43.33% 1270 41.11%
31{Southworth Road 410 580 41.46% 600 46.34% 580 41.46% 710 73.17%
32(A49 North 750, 870 16.00% 690, -8.00% 980 30.67% 840 12.00%
12|A49 South 580 770 32.76% 540 -6.90% 1080| 86.21% 580 0.00%
29|Parkside Road North 360, 630 75.00% 1100 205.56% 1250 247.22% 1470 308.33%
13[Parkside Road South 380 650 71.05% 300, -21.05% 1270 234.21% 590 55.26%
15/Winwick Road East 1060 1190 12.26% 1130 6.60% 1190 12.26% 1260 18.87%
PM Period Data (extracted from Transport Assessment table 5.9)
Link Ref|  Link Description [2015Basq 2020 DM AM % Change 2020 D| 2020 DS AM % Change 2020 D! 2030 DM AM % Change 2030 D! 2030 DS AM % Change 2030 D|
PM  |No Link Road,Phase| over Base Link Road, Phase 1, over Base No Link Road, Phases 1 over Base Link Road, Phase 1-3, over Base
With Mitigation With Mitigation
35[Newton High Street 1330 1640 23.31% 1440 8.27% 2260 69.92% 2160 62.41%
31{Southworth Road 640 820 28.13% 860 34.38% 1100 71.88% 1210 89.06%
32|A49 North 940 1050 11.70% 950 1.06% 1090 15.96% 1020 8.51%
12|A49 South 1040 1230 18.27% 980, -5.771% 1470 41.35% 1000 -3.85%
29|Parkside Road North 850 1040 22.35% 1340 57.65% 1550] 82.35% 1560 83.53%
13[Parkside Road South 760 1030 35.53% 330 -56.58% 1310| 72.37% 880 15.79%
15/Winwick Road East 1180 1290 9.32% 1280 8.47% 1320 11.86% 1460 23.73%
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3.10 Observations from Table 1 are as follows:

i.  The model shows that traffic on Newton High Street is predicted to grow by 62.07%
over the base 2015 level for the 2020 DS AM scenario (Parkside Phase 1 + Link Road +
Junction Mitigation) and by 71.55%over the base 2015 level for the 2030 DS AM
scenario (Parkside Phases 1-3 + Link Road + Junction Mitigation). Newton High Street
passes through an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA).

ii.  The model shows that traffic on Southworth Road is predicted to grow by 64.71%over
the base 2015 level for the 2020 DS AM scenario (Parkside Phase 1 + Link Road +
Junction Mitigation) and by 80.39%wover the base 2015 level for the 2030 DS AM
scenario (Parkside Phases 1-3 + Link Road + Junction Mitigation). Southworth Road
passes through an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA).

iii.  The model shows that traffic on Parkside Road North (Link Ref 29) is predicted to grow
by 110.2%b6o0ver the base 2015 level for the 2020 DS AM scenario (Parkside Phase 1 +
Link Road + Junction Mitigation) and by 138.24%0ver the base 2015 level for the 2030
DS AM scenario (Parkside Phases 1-3 + Link Road + Junction Mitigation).

3.11 These are just a selection of observations from the table that demonstrate that the model
predicts significant increases in traffic on sensitive routes over the base 2015 data. The%Diff
column in tables 5.8 and 5.9 of the Transport Assessment, Ref 1, effectivelyidisthe true
traffic impacts.The assessment in effect only predicts that a very bad situation will be slightly
less worse for AQMA routes with the link road.

Additional anomalies visible in Table 1 include:

a. The cells highlighted in yellow for the Inter Peak period appear to show that the Link Road
and junction mitigation reduce the traffic flow on the A49 North and South. Of note the only
junction mitigation proposed is to the junction at Parkside Road and Golborne Dale Road.
Based on the earlier examples in this document we would not expect to see traffic volumes
on the A49 to drop in the way the traffic model predicts. Drivers coming from Newton and
Earlestown who need to travel to Runcorn or Liverpool South for instance are not going to
divert through Southworth Road and the Link Road to reach these destinations. They will
continue to use the A49. The same applies for development traffic.

Additionally why are the A49 flows slightly elevated for the 2030 DS scenario? Most of the
development by then will be on Parkside East. The tendency there will be for development
traffic heading for Runcorn and Liverpool to use the A49 from M6 J22 as a short cut to the
M62.

b. The cells highlighted in blue for the PM Peak period show the traffic flow for Link Ref 13
Parkside Road South increases by 36% for the DM 2020 scenario and reduces by 57% for the
DS PM 2020 scenario. Taking the increase to begin with, given the DM scenario has no link
road, and the only site access for Phase 1 is the A49, why would development site traffic use
the Parkside Road South route? If the increase is not from the development where is the
increase of 36% coming from? Similarly, with regards the decrease of 57%, once the link
road is in place, why wouldn’t a proportion of site traffic use the Parkside Road South route
through Winwick to the M62?

c. The cells highlighted in orange for the Inter Peak period show the traffic flow for Link Ref 15
Winwick Road East is exactly the same at 1190 for both the 2020 DM and 2030 DM
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PAG Response to Parkside Link Road Planning Application

scenarios. This is simply not credible given organic growth and a proportion of traffic from
the development would be likely.

The cells highlighted in purple for the Inter Peak period show the traffic flow for Link Ref 35
Newton High Street is exactly the same at 1220 for the 2020 DM and DS scenarios. Similarly,
not credible that they are exactly the same.

These anomalies are not explained in the Transport Assessment and quite frankly are not
credible.

The Transport Assessment only covers 3 periods of assessment, an AM peak period, an Inter
Day period and a PM peak period. Logistics businesses work 24 hours per day. No night
periods are covered. As several routes pass through residential areas, there is a high risk of
sleep disturbance. The traffic model should present the night periods too so that the public
can understand the potential impacts.

The time periods themselves are also likely to be inappropriate. Given that 24-hour logistics
tend to work a shift system, this needs to be factored into the model too. The previous
Prologis planning application revised its traffic assessment to meet this requirement.

The AM and PM periods are one hour only. This period is not typical and too short for normal
peak traffic as observed on our roads.

The overall development site traffic volumes should be presented in terms of work force
commuting and logistic distribution traffic, together with optimistic and pessimistic scenarios
to allow flow volumes on individual routes presented to be validated.

Assumptions made about use of routes by development traffic should also be evidenced and
presented.

The previous Prologis application examined the challenges around weaving issues at J22 M6.
This concerned primarily traffic joining the M6 North from M62 J21A and northbound traffic
leaving the M6 for J22. Essentially there is a very short distance between these junctions.
Additional traffic wishing to use the developments at Parkside would make the weaving
situation worse and therefore increase the risk of accidents. This was one of the key reasons
why Prologis suggested relocating M6 J22 junction. The Transport assessment makes no
reference to the issue?

Prologis also made provision to integrate site traffic controls with the HA traffic controls
systems so as not to overload M6 J22. No data or information has been presented to show
that M6 J22 will support the additional traffic. All we have is some vague direction from the
HA that the proposed Smart Motorway work will remediate the situation. This needs to be
supported by hard evidence.

We also have concerns about M6 J23. Traffic is known to be a serious issue at this junction.
Again, no data or information has been supplied to show that increased traffic volumes will
not critically overload this junction. J23 is a key junction of national significance supporting
north-south and east west interchange via the A580. It also has one of the highest accident
rates on the national road network (source Highways England Regional Road Network
Strategy).

The Transport Assessment fails to mention the HGV restrictions that have recently been
imposed on the A579 Winwick Lane. It is unclear whether this has been factored into the
traffic model inputs?
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3.22 There are several restrictions that make the use of Parkside Road and Golborne Dale Road
poor choices for development traffic, especially HGV vehicles for the reasons highlighted
below.

3.23 The bend at Hermitage Green is almost a right angle. Any long vehicle attempting this bend is
likely to struggle. There is a high risk of accidents at this location.
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3.24 The railway bridge on Parkside Road is very narrow. Traffic frequently needs stop to allow
larger vehicles to pass. Again, there is a high risk of accidents at this location.
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The railway bridge on Golborne Dale Road has a height restriction of 14’ 9”. Whereas the

bridge will accommodate most HGV, it is lower than standard motorway bridges, and with the
very high increases in traffic predicted on this route, bridge strikes are likely to be more
frequent. The road is also very narrow at this location.
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3.25 The Traffic Forecasting Report, Ref 2, fails to include proposed housing developments as
specified in the emerging Local Plan. Several significant housing developments are proposed in
and around Newton-le-Willows. These will potentially develop increased traffic on routes used

by the traffic modelling and need to be incorporated into traffic modelling inputs, and in turn
materialised in the forecast outputs.
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4  Air Quality

4.1 This section of the document refers to the Air Quality Report, Ref 5 provided as part of
Volume 1 of the ES.

42 Ref5,para5.3.15statesWXa2 (GKS 52 aAyAYdzy { O&gtheNdo2z oy 2 LIN
{2YSOUKAY3 0t NPLR2ASR { OKSY Sy ‘dchbmehwtelsiineithk 2 y 0 O v
author means link road. The Do Minimum 2020 scenario includes traffic generated from the
Phase 1 Development. The Do Something scenario includes traffic from the Phase 1
Development too but with the addition of the link road and junction mitigation. Comparing
the Do Minimum with the Do Something scenarios for the purposes of assessing air quality
impacts to the community is deceptiveithout also presenting the impacts over the 2015
base traffic levels.

4.3 Ref5, para 5.5.14, illustrates the point. Here the author reports a positive impact of the
scheme on Southworth Road, but as we showed earlier, Southworth Road will see a 65%
increase in traffic for the 2020 DS AM Period over 2015 base data.

4.4 From Table 1 earlier, the difference between the predicted traffic for ‘no scheme’ (25%) and
‘with scheme’ (65%) is 40% and yet para 5.5.14 states a positive outcome is expected?

4.5 The report fails to show the mapping between air quality receptors and the traffic assessment
measurement points (Link Ref). As there is an obvious link between traffic volumes and air
quality there is a need to cross correlate the predicted traffic volumes with the predicted air
quality impacts. This cannot be achieved directly with the information provided.

4.6  Further to this the data provided in Ref 6, ES Appendix 5.6, provides no cross-correlation with
anticipated traffic volumes.

4.7  The Air Quality Report predicts PMipoand PM;slevels, however, there are no actual
measurement systems for particulates in the area of the scheme. Assumed 2015 baseline data
is not provided. Therefore, it is not possible for the reader to validate forecasts or indeed
gauge true impacts over estimated present-day levels.

4.8 The report makes a play on the number of properties positively or negatively impacted by ‘the
scheme’ (Ref 5 para 5.5.9). Again, this is misleading. How would the results appear if the 2015
base levels (Do Nothing) were compared with the Do Minimal and Do Something scenarios?

4.9 The report makes no comments on pedestrian impacts. This is particularly important with
respect of Newton High Street which has a high foot fall and is a regular pedestrian school
route. It is now widely acknowledged that children are highly susceptible to air quality issues
and the effects set the scene for future adult health issues.

4.10 Fundamentally air quality impacts are directly associated with traffic. That relationship is not
presented and evidenced properly in the Air Quality report. All we can conclude is that the link
road will make a very bad situation slightly better in some areas and slightly worse in others,
however, that assumes a) the traffic modelling is correct which we have already challenged
earlier and b) the Air Quality Report has been correctly aligned with the traffic model’s
outputs, something we have questioned earlier and cannot fully validate as the data is not
provided.

4.11 Section 5.6 covers impacts during the construction phase. There appears to be no mention of
the work planned in Phase 1 to excavate the former colliery soil heap. The Phase 1 application
has alluded to possible contaminants. The report needs to discuss this aspect.
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4.12 Possible typographical errors include:

i.  Appendix 5.6 provides two columns ‘NO? without scheme’ and ‘NO? with scheme’. These
columns should be titled DM 2020 and DS 2020 in line with the Transport Assessment Ref 1.

ii. Ref 5, para 5.2.23 states that the AQMA for Newton High Street (AQMA -2) was revoked in
November 2016. We don’t believe this to be the case as the AQMA is socialised on Council’s
and DEFRA’s web sites. The Air Quality Report also refers extensively to this AQMA.
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Planning Statement
This section of the document refers to Ref 7, the Full Planning Statement.

Para 6.4.4 discusses whether SHC Core Strategy is out of date. The Core Strategy policy CAS
3.2 was not constructed entirelyaround the previous Astral/Prologis planning application as
the applicant alludes.

CAS 3.2 embraced the findings of the North West Regional Spatial Strategy in 2008 which
specifically focused on Parkside as the location for a potential SRFI. PAG was represented on
the Panel which discussed this.

RSS Policy W2A Inter-Modal Freight Terminals provides a strategy statement specifically with
regards RFI. The policy states: ‘Sites should be allocated planning permission granted only
wherethe local planning authority is satisfied that interchange between transport modes is
the primary purpose of the developmena review of the Green Belt boundary in the local
dewelopment framework would be justified in order to accommodate an-imiadal freight
terminal in accordance with this policy. If Land is removed from a Green Belt in accordance
with this policy, the relevant development plan docunmsrduld include a presuaption

against its development for the purposes other than an Irt@iodal freight terminal.

Of note the current Parkside Phase 1 planning application makes no reference to its
implementation being utilised as part of a rail freight terminal. Reference to Phase 2 also
make no similar association. i.e. there appears to be no intention for Parkside West to be used
as part of a rail freight terminal concept. In stark contrast the implementation appears to be
road freight focussed only.

The link road will effectively transverse part of the land at Parkside East leaving only a sub-set
of the land, barely enough to accommodate the long sidings required for a freight terminal,
and completely limiting its future topology options.

CAS 3.2 was developed as a criteria-based policy partially to attempt to enforce the principles
of the RSS and partly to represent public feedback at the preferred options stage. With
regards the RSS:

Criteria 8 - All uses within the site should have the primary purpose of facilitating the
movement of freight by rail Any ancillary uses to this main use must be directly related to
the movementof freight by rail and must demonstrate clearly why they need to be located
on the site

The RSS Panel endorsed the view supported by PAG that a road mly facility (like this
application) would not meet the ‘special circumstances’ required to meet the release of Green
Belt.

PAG recognise that SHC are proposing to target Parkside East as the location for an SRFl and
this has also been challenged by PAG and others in the SHC Local Plan Preferred Options
consultation.

Parkside East was never part of the old colliery. The land is completely Green Belt, Green Field
and open countryside. The only reason Parkside East was originally brought into scope of an
SRFI was to meet the needs of the Prologis Freight Terminal Plan. Prologis claimed it would
not be viable to build an SRFI without the land to the East.

A previous Network Rail Freight Terminal Plan in 2001 was entirely focussed on the Parkside
West site. The Phase 1 planning application completely removes the future possibility of a

Final 1.0 09-May-2018 Page 16 of 23



5.11

5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15
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Parkside West based Freight terminal and places emphasis on the use of Green Field at
Parkside East.

CAS 3.2 also includes other important criteria relevant to this and future applications
previously raised by the community at the preferred options stage:

Criteria 2 - Direct access to the site from the M6 for HGVs can be obtained avoiding use of
TrafficSensitive Routes identified in the Network Management Pldwerse impacts othe
Strategic Road Network will be mitigated

Criteria 4 - The ability of the local road network to accommodate traffic generated by the
development without unacceptable impact on residential amenity and traffic flows

Criteria 6 - That the character andmenity of the Newton High Street and Willow Park
Conservation Areas are preserved or enhanced

Criteria 7 - Significant adverse impacts from the development itself or associated road and rail
access routes should be avoided and, wherever possible, aiteroations which reduce or
eliminate such impacts should be pursued. Where adverse impacts are unavoitzdderes

to mitigate the impact should be adopted. Where adequate mitigation measumeasot
possible, compensatory measures should be conside@a@dopted if appropriateThe aim
should be to minimise any adverse impact. In applying this policy, a develhuped address
the following land use impacts as a minimum: environmeiatliversity/ecology; heritage;
archaeology; agricultural land; canunity; quality of lifehealth; air quality; light; noise; visual
intrusion; buffer zones; contributions to sustainatdée’elopment; waste management; energy
generation by renewable means; eneggfficiency; water conservation and sustainable
drainage; reise of materials; traffic andustainable transport; and remediation of land
affected by contamination or surfatezards caused by past mining activity

Criteria 9 - Impact on Green Belt and landscape character is mitigated by significant landscape
andgreen infrastructure enhancement, including tree planting

Criteria 11 - Special regard should be had to the desirability of preserving the Listed Buildings
at Newton Park Farm, their setting or any features of special architectural or historical interest
which they possess. Should a suitable SRFI scheme require the removal of tizullibers

then substantial public benefits will be required including the relocation distieel structures

in a rural setting within the vicinity of Newtde-Willows andpreferablywithin the St.Helens

local authority area

The application fails to meet several of the criteria in CAS 3.2 and is therefore not compliant
with the currently adopted Local PlafCore Strategy).

CAS 3.2 is not ‘out of date’ as stated in Ref 7 para 6.13 and has many important criteria that
remain relevant to the Parkside site.

With regards justification of the release of Green Belt. The application does not meet the
needs of CAS 3.2 and therefore not justified with respect of the currently adopted Local Plan.

The five stated purposes of Green Belt as recognised in UK planning policy and guidance as
follows:

1. To check unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;
2. To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another;
3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;
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4. To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and
5. To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban
land

When assessing these criteria in relation to the Link Road it is important to view the link road
as an enabling resource with regards the proposed developments and not simply an isolated
development on its own.

Phase 1 of the proposed scheme represents one component of a potential three-phase
development when the SRFI at Parkside East is taken into consideration. In this context PAG
allege the development would completely negate purposes 1 thru 4 above.

Once all three phases of the development are complete the green space between Newton-Le-
Willows and Winwick will be severely depreciated. Phase 1 and Phase 2 alone will also
depreciate this space significantly and severely between Newton-le-Willows and Hermitage
Green..

Ref 7 section 7.0 discuss NPPF paragraph 14. We completely refute that the link road will not
harm visual amenity. Picture 3 on the cover page of this document shows Parkside East in the
Winter. The link road will effectively transverse this land.

There are good open views from Parkside East and West providing an appreciation of the
North West landscape embracing Runcorn Bridge to the West and Winter Hill to the East. The
location is used by many walkers in the community.

The site currently meets Green Belt purpose 5 namely to assist in urban regeneration by
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land when taking into consideration its
unauthorised public use today and potential if a different scheme were brought forward. The
development would negate this purpose.

The applicant (SHC) are taking a ‘Salami Slicing’ approach to environmental assessment. The
impact of a road running through open countryside is completely different to that of a road
with 50m high sheds or lines of containers running along its length.

Para 7.134 and subsequent paragraphs discuss the St Helens Employment Land Study and
need for employment land at Parkside.

The following paragraphs have been extracted from our response Ref 6 to the SHC Local Plan
Preferred Options Consultation December 2016.

Ref 8, Para 3.5 - The overall comnreial strategic sites position detailed in policy LPAO4 is
summarised by the chart below. The chart is an attempt to illustrate how the Preferred Option
document accounts for the total land for the strategic sites (306 ha total), and as a comparison
what the ELNS predicts following corrections for the incorrect addition of 29ha for a period
between 2012 and 2017 in the ELNS.
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Employment Land Requirements

350
300
250
200
150
100

50

35
29

Preferred Options Proposal ELNS Only

Land Calculation Comparison

B Unaccounted For

ELNS Super Port Uplift
M 15 years take up (2018-2033 @5.8ha/year)
B 5 Year buffer

W 2012-2017 @5.8ha/year?

5.26 Ref 8, para 3.6 - The stacked bar to the left illustrates a breakdown of the land that is required
for the strategic sites listed in policy LPAO4 (a total of 306ha). The breakdown is described as
follows:

29ha for a period 20£2017 as described in the ELNS that has been inherited by the
Preferred Option document mistakenly. This period is outside the life time of the plan and
shouldnot be part of the forecast.

29ha that the ELNS recommended as a 5 year buffer.

87ha calculated by multiplying the ELNS recommended historic mean of 5.8ha/year by
the life time of the plan 15 years.

40ha recommended by the ELNS to account for demandtfie Port of Liverpool. In
fact the ELNS recommended-80ha, so in the second stacked bar on the right we have
taken the mean of this value at 35ha.

121ha that are partly unaccountedfé@ t I NI nodt71 adlFiSa WwSalLkRya
Scoping Consult@&iy oHnmc0O &dzZ3asSadSR X Fd €SIFad tnkK
lo2@S tS@Sta 2F RSYFIYRQ® ¢KSNBTFT2NBE 6S | &adzy
a component of the 121ha, but this still leaves 51ha unaccounted for? Please dRef see

6., para3.3of this document regarding the credibility of the 70ha tpmt evidenced).

5.27 Ref 8, para 3.7 -The stacked bar to the right shows only the ELNS recommendation for the
period of the plan. This is made up of:

a. 29ha that the ELNS recommended as a 5 year buffer
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b. 87ha calculated by multiplying the ELNS recommended historic mean of
5.8halyear by the life time of the plan 15 years.

c. 40harecommended by the ELNS to account for demand from the Port of
Liverpool. The ELNS recommended@@a, so we have taken the meaf this
value at 35ha

Ref 8, para 3.8 - The Preferred Options document therefore is proposing approximately
twice as much land as the ELNS recommend®ds is clearly excessive. Growth forecast of
this proportion should be correctly justified and accounted for.

Ref 8, para 3.15 The chart below illustrates historic and projected Employment Land Needs:

Historic & Projected Employment Land Needs

25
Preferred Options (Parkside Land
Correction) 20.09ha/year Preferred Options Proposed Run

Rate (Parkside Land Area
Correction)

A Preferred Options 14.57ha/year e Prefrerred Options Proposed Run
Rate

20

15

ha

10 e Historic Mean

ELNS Historical Mean
5.8ha/year

e Historic Actual

--------- Linear (Historic Actual)

0 O O 4 &N OO < 1D O™~ 0 OO0 O 4 N N < N
O OO0 O O O O O O 000 O 4 4 A A A
e T T T e T T
N 00 O O 49 N N < 1D W N 00 OO O 4 NN <
a O O O O O O O O O o0 0o O dJd A A d -
a OO OO O O O O OO O 0O O oo o o o o
I = = AN AN AN AN NN AN N NN NN AN NN
Year

A net decline in historic land take up can be seen (plotted through-thaltiMicrosoft Excel
Trend feature).

The Green line shows the ELNS renended historic land take up mean of 5.8halyear.

The Red line shows a strategic land take up rate of 14.57hal/year based on the Preferred
Options allocation of 306ha over the period of the plan.

The Yellow line shows a land take up of 19.24ha/year basedrecalculated size of land for
Parkside East and Parkside West of 272ha less 12.1ha for the colliery soil heap (detailed in the
footnote to the table in LPA0O4) which the document says will no longer be developed. The rate
will be even higher if the lam&quirements for other sites have been incorrectly under stated.

Ref8,para3.16-CNRY GKS 11 62@dS Al A& OfSINI GKIFIG GKS
needs of 306ha are highly inflated and badly estimated. The estimate is in conflict with
rejected options in para 4.90 and 4.91 in the Preferred Options document
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5.31 The following paragraphs are extracted from the conclusions of Ref 8., PAG response to the
SHC Preferred Options consultation December 2016.

5.32 Ref 8., para 14.3 - Employment land needs appe#o have been oveinflated to justify sites
GKIFIG ¢S adzaAaLISO0 LRGSYyGAlrt RS@ASt2LISNA WYlFe&Q KI

5.33 Ref 8, para 14.4 - Vital evidence that is referred to in the Preferred Options document and
which underpins the employment land calculationa$inot been provided

5.34 Ref 8, para 14.5 The proposed Green Belt deallocation for commercial development is almost
entirely hinged on the employment land calculations®. Green Belt deallocation should only be
justified on Special Circumstances and not speculative development opportunities.

5.35 Ref 8, para 14.6 Not enough evidence has been provided to show strategic sites are
sustainable. The entire approach is focussed on perceived growth but little is demonstrated of
expected sustainable returns particularly anduthe unaccounted land estimate highlighted in
Ref 6, section 3.

5.36 Ref 8, para 14.9 Key criteria have not been assessed for employment sites in the Sustainability
Assessment. Some of the scoring is suspect because we suspect a visual inspection was not
carried out or the authors may be lacking in knowledge of the area concerned. Specific
examples have been provided in our document.

5.37 Ref 8, para 14.10 The Green Belt review fails to properly assess proposed parcels of land again
because it appears to have bedesktop based. Specific examples have been provided in our
document.

5.38 Itis therefore hugely misleading and erroneous for the applicant to refer to SHC Local Plan
Preferred Options and ELNS to justify the need for the development. The outcome of the
consultation has yet to be published and may contain a completely different view of actual
land requirements and existing take up.

5.39 Ref 7 para 7.139 refers to the Aecom Parkside Logistics Study. We previously responded to
this document. Many of the comments we made at the time still apply:

9 The prevalence of rail freight facilities in the region that are not at full capacity e.g.
Runcorn and Port Salford.

9 The case for shipping freight directly to the Port of Liverpool rather than use Southern
Ports and rail. This is starting to come to life together with rail freight shipments
directly from the Port itself.

1 The lack of any appetite to move freight by the haulage industry over short distances.
It is just not cost effective. In this respect moving freight from the Port of Liverpool by
rail to Parkside is nonsense too.

5.40 Insummary the application does not meet the ‘special circumstances’ required to release
Green Belt to support the development.

a. The application fails to comply with the currently adopted Local Plan (Core Strategy) with
respect to meeting specific criteria for the release of Green Belt.

1 shown to be extremely dubious in our response.
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Using employment need justification as sourced from the SHC Local Plan preferred options
consultation is unsound as content and evidence has been challenged and
validation/correction has yet to be published. The Local Plan is not yet adopted.

It is clear that the 5 purposes of Green Belt as dictated by UK planning policy and guidance
would be severely depreciated by the proposed scheme. Openness and visual amenity
would be severely impacted by the scheme.

Summary and Conclusions

The applicant’s TA and Air Quality submissions take an approach which only compares impacts
with and without ‘the scheme’ where the scheme means the Link Road and not the
surrounding proposed developments. This is misleading as impacts over present day levels are
not visualised and therefore it deceives the reader from interpreting the true impacts.

The principle lends itself to the ‘salami slicing’ concept where individual elements of a wider
development are broken down into smaller proposals with their own independent and siloed
impacts, thereby disguising the overall impact. This clearly is not acceptable.

The salami slicing approach also lends itself to the harm to visual amenity arguments that are
presented. The impact of a road running through open countryside is completely different to
that of a road with 50m high sheds or lines of containers running along its length.

We have shown various anomalies in the traffic modelling outputs that need to be explained.

We have challenged the assumptions that have been made to the traffic modelling inputs.
Assumptions on routing destinations have not been provided. These assumptions are critical
to the viability of the model (rubbish in, rubbish out) and need to be made available for the
public to review and comment on.

In addition, the Transport Assessment makes assumptions about B2 trips for Phase 1. The
Phase 1 planning application has no B2 scope and therefore the input data to the traffic model
must be erroneous.

The Phase 1 Planning application makes assumptions about traffic flows on the A49, namely
that 10% will turn right out of the site north bound and 90% will turn left south towards
Winwick. These assumptions are not referred to in the Link Road application. Which traffic
assessment is correct? What assumptions did the Link Road traffic assessment make?

We have shown that the choice of Parkside Road and Golborne Dale Road as strategic route is
poor given the tight bends, width and bridge height restrictions.

The Traffic Forecasting Report, Ref 2, fails to include proposed housing developments as
specified in the emerging Local Plan. These will undoubtedly generate significant traffic at
peak periods and therefore should be visualised in the forecasts.

The Phase 1 application includes road mitigation issues at Winwick. The link road application
makes no reference to these. Are these not needed if the link road goes ahead and is available
for Phase 1? Did the Link Road traffic assessment inputs include or omit these modifications?

The Link Road application proposes only one road mitigation action at the junction of Parkside
Road and Golborne Dale Road. The previous Prologis application proposed 17 local junction

modifications. Given the size and scale of Phases 1 thru 3 of the development are very similar
to the Prologis scope how can we seriously believe only one junction modification is required?
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We have shown in our response that the applicants traffic modelling predicts unacceptable
increases in traffic increases in Air Quality Management Areas. Of note two-way traffic flow
increases were not presented or explained in the Phase 1 traffic assessment.

We believe there is insufficient evidence in the Air Quality report to validate its findings,
particularly alignment with the traffic modelling outputs.

We have also shown as an example disparity between predicted traffic increases on
Southworth Road with and without the scheme and the Air Quality Report which stated there
would be a positive impact.

In general, we are extremely concerned about the potential air quality impacts that the link
road will bring through enabling development. Some of these are already obvious through the
traffic modelling assessment which shows clear potential impacts in existing AQMA.

The impacts to AQMA are of national significance where the government have stated a clear
mandate to improve air quality under pressure from the EU and World Health Organisation.

The Phase 1 planning application needs revising to include a consolidated traffic assessment
which takes into consideration the various phases of development and the link road, and
which also clarifies the overall road mitigation measures that are required. The traffic
assessment should also explain all routing assumptions and show how these have been
applied to the model inputs.

The consolidated traffic assessment should also include data from a full and proper M6
122/123 impact assessment in collaboration with Highways England. The previous Prologis
application included this type of assessment which the HA mandated at the time. Neither the
Phase 1 or Link Road application have incorporated this.

An air quality report needs to be produced which is founded on the consolidated traffic
assessment. Only then can the real impacts of what is being proposed be visualised and
properly assessed.

We disagree with the applicant that the proposal will not harm the Green Belt. Visual amenity
would be severely impacted and the Green space between communities severely eroded.

The applicant’s justification for the release of Green Belt is unsound for the reasons outlined
in section 5 of this response. PAG object to the release of Green Belt associated with this
application.

PAG also object to the application on the grounds that it is likely to bring unacceptable traffic
increases especially to AQMA areas and therefore unacceptably depreciate the health quality
in our community.
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